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Ontario 

Ministry i Metro Discretionary Levy 
of Commission 

Education 1200) Bay Street, 2nd”? rroor 


Tel: 965-1574 


Octeber. 347172703 


The Honourable Bette Stephenson, M.D. 
Minister of Education for 

Province of Ontario 

22nd Floor, Mowat Block 

Queen's Park 

Toronto, Ontario 


Dear Madam Minister: 


On June 30, 1983, through Order-in-Council 1930/83, you 
appointed the undersigned as a Commission to inquire 
TNtOseeAnGkn rr SPOTt. heOevyouupon.: the. principle... of. .the 
discretionary local levy, sand. on matters related 
thereto. 


My inquiry has been completed and I submit, herewith, 
my report including certain recommendations for your 
consideration. 


Yours respectfully, 


flue saat 


Bruce C. Bone 
Commissioner 


ee 
— Order in Council 


Ontario 
Executve Council 


On the recommendation of the undersigned, the Lieutenant Governor, by and with the advice and 
concurrence of the Executive Council, orders that 


WHEREAS by the enactment of section 130j of the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto Act, chapter 314 of the Revised Statutes of 
Ontarta, 1980, boards af education within Metropolitan Toronto are 
limited as to the number of additional teachers they can employ bevond 
the number provided for in an agreement mentioned in section 130a of 
the said Act by the requirement that the expenditure attributable to 
the employment of such additional teachers not exceed, in the case of 
elementary schoo] teachers, a sum calculated at one and one-half mills 
in the dollar upon the total rateable property for public elementary 
school purposes according to the assessment roll on which taxes were 
levied in 1983 ar, in the case of secondary school teachers, a sum 
Calculated at one mill in the dollar upon the total rateable property 
for secondary school purposes according to the assessment roll on 
which taxes were levied in 1983; and 


WHEREAS it is expedient to determine as a school matter whether the 
limitation imposed on the use of such discretionary local levy for the 
employment of additional teachers by a board of education within 
Metropolitan Toranto is appropriate for the year 1984 and subsequent 
years; and 


WHEREAS clause 9(b) of the Education Act, chapter 129 of the Revised 
Statutes of Ontario, 1980, authorizes the Minister of Education to 
appoint as a commission one or more persons, as the Minister considers 
expedient, to inquire into and report upon any school matter; 


THEREFORE Mr. Bruce Bone is appointed as a Commission to inquire into 
and report to the Minister of Education upon the principle of the 
discretionary local levy as it has been and may be used by boards of 
education within Metropolitan Toronto, and matters related thereto, 
including but not limited to; 


(a) for each of the elementary and secondary levels, whether, for any 
board af education within Metropolitan Toranto, the amount af 
money generated by the application of the appropriate mill rate to 
the assessment roll for 1983 does provide sufficient flexibility 
for a board to meet needs which are considered unique by the 
board in the year 1984 and in subsequent years; 


(b) whether an alternative methad for providing flexibility to the 
boards of education within Metropolitan Toronto to meet needs 
which are unique to each board might be more apprepriate and, if 
so, what such method might be. 


The Commission, in carrying out its terms of reference, shall meet 
with representatives of The Metropolitan Toronto School Board and each 
of the Boards of Education within Metropolitan Toronto, and conduct 


such studies, financial or otherwise, as the Commission considers 
necessary in conducting its inquiry. 


Mr. Bone shall receive remuneration at a rate of $250.00 per day for 
each day that he is engaged in the work.of the Commission and shal] be 
entitled to be reimbursed in accordance with the requirements 
applicable to civil servants of Ontario for actual travelling and 
living expenses incurred while engaged..in the work of ‘the Commission. 


The Minister of Education shall provide such technical assistance and 
support services, by contract or otherwise, as the Minister considers 
necessary to aid the Commission in conducting its inquiry. 


The Commission shall report as soon as practicable, and not later than 


the 30th day of September, 1983, and the Commission shall be dissolved 
on the date of the submission of its report. 


Recommended 


Concurred ; based 20 i 


Minister of Education ~ Chairman 


: ’ 
Approved and Ordered June 30, 1983 bl» po 


Date Liedtenant Governor 


Order in Council 


Executive Council 


On the recommendation of the undersigned, the Lieutenant Governor, by and with the advice and 
concurrence of the Executive Council, orders that 


WHEREAS Order in Council 1930/83, which appointed 
Mr. Bruce Bone as a Commission to inquire into and report to the 
Minister of Education upon the principle of the discretionary 
local levy as it has been and may be used by boards of education 
within Metropolitan Toronto, provided that the Commission should 


report not later than the 30th day of September, 1983; and 


WHEREAS it is expedient to extend the date by which the 


Commission shall report to the 3lst day of October, 1983; 


THEREFORE Order in Council 1930/83 is amended by striking 
out "30th day of September" in the final paragraph and 


substituting lieu thereof "3lst day of October." 


Recommended 


Approved and Ordered October 21, 1983 4 
Date eer ey Governor 
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FOREWORD 
Metropolitan Toronto continues (ito, be an educational 
jurisdiction whose homogeneity, complexity and local 
aspirations have been well served by the unique 
administrative structure devised in 1953. That structure 
has been continually updated during the thirty years of the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board's existence. A 
discretionary levy introduced on January 1, 1967 has played 


its, part, in, zallowing)) a...considerable. measipemmoru. CCar 
initiative to be preserved. 


The recommendations and alternative solutions presented in 


this report will, it is hoped, provide a way of increasing 
the equality of access of each board of education to a 
proportionate amount of discretionary levy. The brief ‘to 


the Ministry of:’ Education submitted by the Metropolitan 
Toronto School Board in July, 1983 proposes a revised method 
of allocating the school board levies to achieve greater 


equalization of education taxes. It does not, however, 
diminish the need to consider providing more equitable 
access to discretionary tax levy funding. Some of the 


recommendations in the body of the report address this 
inequity in quite specific terms. 


The tables contained in the appendices to the report have, 
in some cases, been provided by the Metropolitan Toronto 
School Board staff. Others have been developed from data 
supplied bynoethem vreandjebyencertarny boards... ofwpeaucatron:. 
Appendices Di, oy #Ge, Jang, Ly. while -),not? -speerfiicaz ly 
referred’ to inYWstherweport. -sprovide data. thats Vassist on 
understanding some of the conclusions reached. 


The Commission wishes to express its gratitude for the full 
measure of co-operation provided by the Metropolitan Toronto 
School Board and by each and every one of the local boards 
oEMeducationy in Metropolitan Toronto, Without tsthis. F.co-— 
operation, the Commission could not have hoped to complete 
its task within the time specified. 


The Ministry of Education also has been extremely helpful in 
expediting the work of the Commission. The-“Minister 205 
Education and her officials have given freely of their time 
as needed. 


Appendix A contains a list of the formal meetings held by 
the Commission with school boards, ~“teachers' federations, 
the Workgroup of Metro Parents, the Committee of School 
Board Chairmen’and the Advisory Council of ‘Directors ayo. 
Education. These meetings and numerous discussions with 
individuals and small groups have contributed much to the 
thinking of the Commission: The generous allocations of 
time and the willingness to express views, ina free and 
frank manner, were greatly appreciated. . 


Sineaidy. soe vies wimportantstoyrstate quite clearly, that, .the 
recommendations contained in the report have been developed 
with the’ Gdeayithatteany’ «changes, that,.are.. made must 
contribute to increased equalization o£ educational 
opportunity for all pupils in Metropolitan Toronto. 


Historical Background 


During», the . fall of 1953 )- stone wenewly* stormed 7 Meltrope lt oal 
School Board held preliminary meetings to discuss procedures 
and strategy. At that time, the Board was composed of the 
chairmen of each of the eleven constituent boards of 
education, the school board member in each of the City of 
Toronto wards who had received the highest number of votes 
and two separate school representatives, one a resident in 
the City of Toronto and the other a resident in the suburban 
area. The Board's membership numbered twenty-two in all, 
evenly divided between the City of Toronto and the suburban 
areas. 


Dr. , John Long of Forest Hill was the School Board*s'Y first 
chairman. In addition to being the chairman of the Forest 
Hill Board of Education, he was the head of the research 
Gepartment at the Ontario College of Education. His 
approach .,.was quite different, from -that of his Fores: are 
associate, Fred Gardiner, who was named chairman of the 
Metmopolitan Council. Nevertheless, he was also very 
effective, in his quiet way, in encouraging the trustees 
from the various boards of education to look at the larger 
Metropolitan picture andthe financing difficulties that 
most of the boards were experiencing. 


The problems facing school boards in 1953 were many and 
acute. The postwar baby boom had resulted in boards' having 
to acquire many new school sites on which to construct 
buildings and/or portable classrooms to house the burgeoning 
enrolment. Enough competent teachers had to be found to 
meet this boom, and it was necessary to make progress at the 
Same time in dealing with the more obvious special education 
problems that were being increasingly better identified. 
There was also a dire need to secure highly trained senior 
staff such as principals, vice-principals, department heads 
and even administrative supervisory officers. 


The. total, -of.,all school (board budgets: #in) Metropol reca 
Toronto for 1954 was approximately S48 million: of this 
total, ..almost.,.$31..million,. or, 65%, was to be. provided 
through the Metropolitan School Board. Under Bill 80, the 
School Board had assumed over $50 million in capital debt 
from the area boards. Another $9 million in debentures 
were issued under the School Board's auspices in 1954. Of 
the,/S3l. million. to. .be. paid.for through’ Metro; almoscte>. 
million represented the servicing cost of the capital debt. 
Provincial grants in support of total education expenditures 
in Metropolitan Toronto came to about 22%. 


In that first year, maintenance assistance payments’ were 
established under the Act at $150 for each elementary school 
pupil, $250 for each academic secondary school pupil and 


$300 for each vocational school pupil. Local school boards 


were thnensplertwetonrsund approximately 35% of their 
requirements, the major part from local tax revenues after 
femeng into account provincial grants. paid directly ‘to, those 
local school boards for night school, text and reference 
books and free milk. Since the level of assessment support 
varied considerably, there were differences in the resulting 
local mill rates imposed to raise this amount. A table of 
school mill rates by board, fronwi954 to 1983. .,is-set~out 
Ln enppendi x) C.. ; 


Since those early days, the share of total education 
expenditures in Metropolitan Toronto raised through the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board has fluctuated, rising to 
nearly 100% after the implementation of certain legislative 
changes in 1967 following the submission of the Goldenberg 
Report. This was the year in which the discretionary levy 
was introduced, effective January 1. Section 139(4) of the 
amending legislation reads as follows: 


(4) If the estimates of a board of education are not 
approved in whole by the School Board, the board 
of education may submit to the council of the area 
Municipality, iniwhich* it hasygurisdiction, .within 
twenty days after notice is given pursuant to 
Subsection 2, its estimates made up as-~ provided 
for in subsection l, except that such estimates 
shall include and . make due. allowance. for. the 
revenues to be derived from the School Board 
pursuant to the estimates approved by the School 


Board, prov2aeds, thatr = before.) submitting:. such 
estimates to the council, the board of. education 
Shall revise the estimates, if necessary, so that 


the difference between, 


(a) the aggregate estimates of all sums’ required 
for public elementary school purposes and the 
aggregate of the revenues for such purposes 
to be derived from the School Board pursuant 
to the estimates approved by the School Board 
shall not exceed a sum calculated at one and 
one-half mills in the dollar upon the total 
assessment in the area municipality for 
public school purposes according to the last 
revised assessment roll; and 


(b) the aggregate estimates of all sums’' required 
for secondary school purposes and the 
aggregate of the revenues for such purposes 
to be derived from the School Board pursuant 
to the estimates approved by the School Board 
shall not exceed a sum calculated at one mill 
in the dollar upon the total assessment in 
the area municipality: form sasecondarnwenchool 
purposes AGCOGAENO? ue Oo Cet alee revised 
assessment roll. 


Appendix B contains a table setting out the uses made of_the 
discretionary levy by “various school boards sincé “its 
inception. 


Over the ‘years “since ~°-1953, the school boards’ have 
progressed a long way towards the goal of achieving 
equalization of educational Opportunity, displaying 


considerable variety in programming as they implement their 
individual philosophies and policies. 


By 1982, there was increasing concern on the part of many 
members of the Metropolitan Toronto School Board that the 
measure of equalization of educational opportunity was 
beginning to diminish and that further legislative steps 
were needed to alter some of the existing arrangements. 


Thus, in 1982, the Minister of Education, with considerable 
input from the Metropolitan Toronto School Board and others, 
introduced in the Legislature what is now known as Bill 127 
and stated that, among other things, the bill would further 
improve the equalization of educational opportunity across 


Metropolitan Toronto. After much debate and many 
delegations to the Committee, Bill 127 was approved in the 
Legislature in February 1983. One of the commitments made 


by the Minister during the final stages of the debate, was 
that she would appoint a commission to look into various 
aspects of the discretionary levy. 


A commission was appointed, by Order in Council, on June 30, 
1983 and the Commissioner was directed "to inquire into and 
report*"“to-"the Minister’ of Education” upon=-therprancipie os 
the discretionary local levy as it has been and may be’ used 
by boards of education within Metropolitan Toronto, and 
matters related thereto". Morejparticularly (| for eacheoa 
the elementary and secondary levels, the Commissioner was 
asked to determine whether, for any board of education 
within Metropolitan Toronto, the amount of money generated 
by the*dadiscretionary levy, ‘as’ outlined’ in? Bild 027." provided 
sufficient flexibility for that board to meet needs which it 
considered unique in the year 1984 and subsequently. The 
Commissioner was also asked whether he could suggest a more 
appropriate alternative method of providing flexibility and 
to indicate what such a method might be. The reporting date 
was to be September 30 which was subsequently changed to 
October 31, in order to provide ample opportunity for the 
Commissioner to meet with school boards, teachers' 
federations and other interested groups. 


Meetings were duly held with all of the boards of education 
in Metropolitan Toronto, the four teachers' federations that 
expressed interest in making presentations and 
representatives of the Workgroup of Metro Parents. A Vise 
of these meetings appears in Appendix A. 


From opinions expressed at these meetings, and certain 
studies carried out by the Commission itself, a consensus of 
opinion appeared to emerge with respect to a number of 
matters and definite divergences of opinion regarding 
others. 


-Virtually all groups consulted felt that it was necessary 
to retain a discretionary levy of some sort. 


-There was a strong, though not unanimous, feeling that a 
greater measure of equity was needed with respect to 
Secess ag jicax ) Pevenues for7/purposes*of the discretionary 
levy. 


-~-A wide divergence of opinion existed as to whether it 
should be possible to use the discretionary levy for 
operating expenses and, more specifically, for teachers' 
Salaries. 


-There was only limited support for a proposal that the levy 
should be calculated on residential assessment only rather 
than on rateable assessment as defined in Bill 127. 


The Commission has been made aware of the submission by the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board, forwarded in July, 1983 
romwconen Minister or fdvcation, * setting out? thence fod lowing 
broposals for ~ two*'rurther’ changes. tojthe! Municapalitypno£ 
Metropolitan Toronto Act: 


~a redefinition of "total rateable property" to include the 
quotient obtained by dividing the commercial assessment by 
LEE tes 


-a reauction in the. ‘apportionment: by Mthest Metropodit an 
Toronto School Board, for public elementary or secondary 
school purposes as “'the’ “case! might))'be, rovertan area 
municipality by ‘a’ “portion of the ‘surplus of the ‘board [of 
education having jurisdiction in that municipality. (The 
Size sot the portion would: be determined by the School 
Board and could be 100%). 


The Commission considers the above proposal to be a_ related 
matter and will comment on it as it may affect discretionary 
levy provisions. 


ies ts 


ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
INTRODUCTION ~ 


It’ -isithe serntent) srof: this: report..to., provide j~sanswers tow ve 
following questions: 


- Should there be a discretionary levy? 


~- Should the types of expenditures allowed under the 
discretionary levy be restricted? 


- How can access to the discretionary levy be made more 
equitable? 


-~ Is a ceiling on the levy appropriate and, if so, at what level? 


In the course of answering these questions, it was necessary to 
consider the following related matters: 


- What will be the impact on education mill rates of the change 
in the treatment of certain payments in lieu of taxes under the 
apportionment provisions of Bill 127? Are any further changes 
advisable? 


~ Will the implementation or otherwise of the current 
recommendation of the Metropolitan Toronto School Board re- 
garding the method of apportioning its requirement to the area 
boards (i.e. the weighting of commercial assessment by dividing 
by 0.85) affect the Commission's recommendations with regard to 
the discretionary levy? 


- Should there be any change in the treatment of deficits as 
provided by Bill 127 (i.e. as a reduction in the discretionary 
levy available for additional teachers in the subsequent year)? 

- Does the recent recommendation from the Metropolitan Toronto 
School Board to the Minister of Education provide for equitable 
treatment of surpluses? 


- Do any of the Commission's proposals for Metropolitan Toronto 
have implications for the Province as a whole? 


- Will reassessment to true market value necessitate any 
reconsideration of the Commission's recommendations? 


The questions and related matters will be dealt with under the 
following headings: 


1. Continuation of the Discretionary Levy 
2. Uses of the Discretionary Levy 


3. Calculating the Discretionary Levy 


Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
Apportioning the Metropolitan Toronto School Board Requirement 


Deficits 


' Surpluses 


Metro and Other School Boards 


Market Value Assessment 


1. Continuation of the Discretronaryepevy 

In meetings held with trustees, teachers and parents there 
was almost unanimous Support for the continuation of a 
discretionary levy. Many wanted it restricted as to use, 
some wanted it freed up from the 1982 assessment base, some 
wanted the mill limit on it removed completely, or at least 
increased, and some preferred it to be based on something 
other than mills - (i.e. dollars per pupil or percentage of 
approved budget). There was a strong feeling, even by the 
majority of those wanting to restrict the’ “levy, Sthat' 7mus 
elimination would give the appearance of sharply reducing 
local autonomy. 


It is the view of the Commission that there remains a 
distinct need for this visible evidence of local autonomy in 
the Metro system. The opportunity for a local board to levy 
additional amounts on itsS own ratepayers is one way in which 


such local autonomy becomes visible. There are, of course, 
many other evidences of local autonomy in the way in which 
school systems are operated locally, but these are not as 


evident to the general public. Many people feel that the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board is not readily accessible, 
although in fact groups and individuals can and do come as 
delegations*® to +the*School’ Board’ and receive ‘a full hearings? 
Thus, the local levy is considered necessary to deal with 
problems not recognized by the School Board. 


RECOMMENDATION I 


IT IS. *RECOMMENDED . THAT«“"“ LOCAL“ "BOARDS*® *OFme EDUCATION IN 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO CONTINUE TO BE ALLOWED TO LEVY ON THEIR 
LOCAL, RATEPAYERS “UP*=-?TO*CSPECIFLEDCLOMETSMAND® FORK eCERDAGH 
PURPOSES. 


2. Sieeon ore the; Discretionany Levy 
Themuse,* to.) which thetdrscretionaryulevy-..may. be "put. is 
perhaps the most controversial topic that arose during the 
Commission's deliberations. It appeared to be a crucial 
Meee for, both sschool, boards |.and, teacher. groups. As 
mentioned earlier in this report, Appendix B contains 
information as to the use made of the discretionary levy 
from) 2ts wmception ups topgandsincluding»the-year 1983. An 
examination of this table indicates a wide variety of uses, 
covering not only capital items and teachers' salaries but 
also other operating expenses. 


The teachers' groups that the Commission met were 
unanimously in favour of continuing the discretionary levy 
in its present form, although several recommended removing 
the mill rate limit. Local boards, however, were fairly 
evenive split J asritomitsituse: fornethe: hiring, ~of additional 
teachers. Individual opinions were quite strongly held in 
most cases, and as strongly expressed. There waS a 
definite consensus, however, that the levy should not be 
used for the purpose of increasing teachers' salaries. Let 


may be that the legislation as presently written, would 
preclude such use, but if there is any doubt, clarification 
should be made in the legislation in this regard. 


Bill 127 mandated joint bargaining at the Metro level. 
During the course of the Commission's meetings with the 
school boards, a number of trustees advanced an argument 
that certainly has a measure of validity. This argument was 
that the use of the discretionary levy for the employment of 
additional teachers had the appearance of breeching the 
agreement reached as a result of the negotiation process. 
Since staffing ratios also are negotiated at the Metro 
level, the point was made that the use of the discretionary 
levy to change these ratios represented an undesirable 
Gus tortion. 


It was suggested also that the use by one board of the 
discretionary levy for the purpose of hiring additional 
teaching staff brought pressure to bear on the other local 
boards to do likewise, potentially resulting in an increase 
wyeene total cost of education in) Metropolitan Toronto. 


Since the discretionary levy that can be used for the 
employment GE additional teachers under’ the present 
legislation remains fixed in dollars, the maximum number of 
teachers who can be employed under this levy gradually 
decreases. This steady decline is shown in Appendix H. The 
average additional teacher's salary and benefits have been 
Calculated jinem 1383, figures, supplieduby,the Toronto... Board 


of Education using a 5% annual salary adjustment. Increments 
in 1983 were calculated at 4% elementary and 3% secondary, 
in 1984 at/3% and 2%) inel98@5sat~479ande3enande tun 1306 ae 
3% and 2%. Each year 5% has been added to cover employee 
benefits. 


The Commission found itself in the position of weighing the 
desirability’ tof leaving *‘tomlocaly thoards@fasainuen” Aoca. 
autonomy in the use of the levy as possible against the 
concern about the impact on other boards of one _ board's 
using the levy to hire additional teachers. 


The Commission accepts as valid the arguments against the 
use of the levy for the acquisition of additional teachers, 
and its discussions with trustees, officials and teachers 
leave it convinced that all boards are treated fairly in the 
allocation of teachers by the Metropolitan Toronto School 
Board formulae. The Commission also recognizes the fact 
that some boards wish to place an emphasis in areas not 
provided for by the Metro formulae and use the levy for that 
purpose (e.g. the 40 minute-per-day French program in the 
Sitytio£* Toronto)e 


On balance, the Commission feels that, provided access to 
the levy is made more equitable, the need to provide boards 
with this measure of local freedom and local choice is’ the 
more important of the two concerns. The Commission is also 
of the opinion that the availability of funds for the hiring 
of additional teachers, as provided by the system that 
exists now for the calculation of the local levy, is_ so 
inequitable to some of the area boards that the resulting 
resentment “‘on:? their part) ‘overridesiits ‘othemysconcer nsiamn 
this matter. 


RECOMMENDATION II 


LT? Lo “RECOMMENDED ~TRaAt SUBJECT TO (“THE ~ ACCEPTIANCK —S0u 
RECOMMENDATION EL , SPOR SOME ‘OTHER "METHOD CBeePROVEIDING 
EQUITABLE “ACCESS:  TO-THE UEV YF} NO CHANGE BE MADE IN THE 


PRESENT DEFINITION OF THE USES TO WHICH THE LOCAL LEVY MAY 
BE PUT; 


If recommendation III, or some other method of providing 
equitable access to the levy, is not accepted, then, 
because of the great disparity of access to the levy, its 
use for the employment of additional teachers should be 
prohibited. 


3. Calculating the Discretionary Levy 


The calculatton"ef the discretionary levy involves, not only 
an examination of the number of additional teachers that may 
bemenireds Uttiazing® the funding therefrom, DUtiials outa 
Gacsetul lookpat the question iof ‘equity. Every group that 
waS consulted regarding the discretionary levy raised the 
issue of equity of access, even the board that was strongly 
opposed to the existence of such a levy. There was) almost 
universal agreement that the inequities in the existing 
system should be corrected. 


The Commission felt, therefore, that it was extremely 
IMpoOr tales tovrexplore=*arnumber of’ options) Orn ~“order<<to 
determine which might be appropriate in the circumstances. 
Most of the tables developed to illustrate the various 
options considered are based on the allocation process 


presentiy? jin “the legislation: that: is, the commercial 
assessment is not weighted, with, the ¥#¢sharing@fot. dany 
shortfall, or excess, based on rateable (unweighted) 
assessment. The few tables that have been developed using 


weighted assessment are clearly so marked. 


One option is, of course, to continue the present basis for 
the discretionary levy. Because the amount available 
remains frozen while salaries increase, a steady reduction 
in the number of additional teachers who may be hired will 
Cecur. This is illustrated in Appendix H; for example, at 
the elementary level, the numbers’ for Toronto drop from 135 
Pnetoes to.t057in"1986 andtat=the secondary level) :from 79 
EO es63.. The calculations are based on the assumption that 
Salary adjustments will be 5% per annum over the period and 
that a decreasing number of teachers will receive 
increments. An examination of the enrolment situation set 
out ine PAppendixeer- andwear comparison | Yofs theitrelative 
enrolments with the additional teacher potential shown in 
Appendix H indicate the inequity of the present legislation. 
For example, Scarborough's elementary enrolment already 
exceeds that of Toronto by approximately 10%. However, the 
discretionary levy in 1983 would permit only 50 additional 
teachers to be hired in Scarborough as compared with 135 in 
Bhes1Caty* of -Toronto 


Another option that the Commission considered was the use of 
residential assessment only for both the calculation and the 
applicatton Sof thet discretionary ?mill »vrate< Commercial 
assessment would not be involved. There are two -obvious 
approaches which could be taken here: 


is) Raise the maximum allowable discretionary mill rates 
to a level which would produce an equivalent dollar 
anoun ti Psfome ithe thoard « nowltrecei ving} shunders4 present 
legislation, the highest percentage of its budget. The 
voting power of the residential ratepayers. would 
presumably keep the utilization of the discretionary 


levy to a reasonable level. Equity would be somewhat 
improved, since the discrepancy in residential 
assessment per pupil is not as great aS in commercial 
assessment per puppy. However, a SignBEA Cane 


dvtferentiakl would still expst. 


ii) Retain the present mill rate limits. The result would 
be a Significant reduction in funds available for 
additional teachers. Those boards with the highest 
proportion of commercial assessment would suffer the 
greatest reduction. For example, the Toronto Board 
would be entitled to fewer than half of the teaching 
places that are possible under the present legislation. 


Most of the school boards and teachers' groups consulted 
were strongly opposed to this approach, £Lrom ‘thesapoint sof 
view of both the burden that it would impose on residential 
ratepayers and the relief from taxation that would be 
involved for commercial taxpayers. 


The Toronto Board ofmesBducatvon[sornakly proposed an 
alternative that would have the effect of sharing Toronto's 
relatively high level of commercial assessment with some of 
the less fortunate municipalities. In essence, the proposal 
was that all boards levy the same number of mills on 


rateable assessment, but receive a percentage Cs 
expenditures equal to that received by the board for which 
the common additional mill rate provides the highest 


percentage of expenditure (i.e. Toronto). The Metropolitan 
TorontowSchool - Board jwould) then’ pick¥upranveshort ial awrrn 
the result that all boards would share the shortfall on the 
basis of their rateable assessment. The largest drawback to 
this ‘proposalssis;thateboards who do notsehoosestom utilaze 
the. discretionary» levy nwouldsstillebehobligeds  tounshare- 
through the Metro,Board orate, «<a-portion) of;thes amountewta 
which another board using the discretionary levy was 
entitled to receive from the Metro Board. There would, of 
course; begeno.,-short£allytovbe *shared resulting? fromeyitie 
Toronto Board's use of the levy. Tables prepared by the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board are shown in Appendix Q. 
They illustrate the impact on various boardsi,that swidd 
result when different combinations of local boards utilize 
the levy and only those boards using the levy share in the 
shortfall. The results are set out in two tables, one using 
unweighted assessment figures and one using weighted 
assessment figures. These tables show a_ substantial 
improvement in equity if all boards utilize the levy, but 
they result in an increase of 0.62 mills elementary and 0.39 
mills secondary (based on weighted assessments) in the 
levy. Alternative proposals growing out of the Toronto plan 
are advanced later in this section. 


One alternative that was considered is illustrated in 
Appendix R. Ine thissalternative,,; ) schools boards wouddaier. 
the 1.5 and 1 mills on unweighted assessment, retaining the 


residential revenue and sharing the commercial revenue on 
the basis of the residential levy. This is similar to the 
proposal mentioned above, where the levy would remain on 
residential assessment only and at a mill rate that would 
produce roughly the same dollars as are now produced from 
rateable assessment. While the resulting dollars would be 
approximately the same for a school board, the advantage of 
this alternative would be that the commercial ratepayers 
VOUT eon nucwMELOUuMake (athnerr “contribution. Equity: 2's 
somewhat improved, but, as shown in Appendix R, Toronto 
could raise double the amount per pupil that Scarborough 
could raise. 


The final series of options considered might be termed 
"board of average wealth options". Generally these involve 
using the board of average wealth as the criterion for 
determining the percentage of budget that each local board 
might be eligible to receive under the discretionary levy. 
The degree of equity is quite high, and the impact on other 
boards through the Metro Board rate is quite minor. 
Appendix S illustrates the first of these options. Each 
board may receive a percentage of its net budget roughly 
equal to the percentage received by the board of greatest 
wealth under the present legislation. To achieve this 
level, local mill rates in excess of those currently 
permitted in the legislation would be required. Boards of 
less than average wealth would have their shortfalls 
absorbed by other boards through the Metro Board rate. This 
Shortfall would, in most cases, be at least balanced by any 
excess that Metro would receive from boards of more than 
average wealth that were utilizing the discretionary levy. 
As illustrated in Appendix S, the impact on boards would be 
relatively minor. A net shortfall could arise at the Metro 
Board in the following situations: when the Toronto Board of 
Education does not levy and others do; when all boards but 
Etobicoke levy; when all boards but North York (secondary) 
levy. 


There are some negative aspects to this proposal, but the 
only one of real significance seems to be that, potentially, 
a larger total amount of discretionary levy.could be imposed 
on the ratepayers of Metropolitan Toronto if a number of 
boards opt to utilize this levy. The concern that, in fact, 
increased equity would encourage greater utilization of the 
discretionary levy was expressed by a number of trustees 
during the Commission's meetings with some boards. LEC onLy 
Toronto continued to levy, as at present, there would be no 
change in the total levies, either locally or for Metro. 
The impact on the numbers of teachers who could be hired 
over the four year period 1983 - 1986 is shown in Appendix 
HA. The proposal effectively raises the local levy to 1.9 
and.) MLlis While the Commission considered this a 
relatively Good sont ion, RtCSuce LC that. ocher Similar 
approaches should be investigated in an effort to overcome 
possible undesirable impacts. 


The. calculation in Appendix SA sets out another board of 
average wealth alternative. In this alternative, the board 
of average wealth percentage of net budget expenditure 
resulting from the application of 1.5 mills elementary and 1 
mill secondary to its rateable assessments establishes the 
maximum proceeds for all boards. The result here is a 
decrease in the maximum number of additional teachers 
available to any board of greater than average wealth and an 
increase in the maximum for -boards of less than svaverage 
wealth. The impact on numbers of teachers is illustrated in 
Appendix HB. 


One further variation on the board of average wealth 
proposal is set out in Appendix SB. In this proposal the 
assessment base would be unfrozen, and the 1.5 mills 
elementary and 1 mill secondary would be based on weighted 
assessment. The impact on the numbers of teachers who could 


be hired over the four year period 1983 - 1986 is shown in 
Appendix HC. It .should’ be .noted: that; .in -thispeproposalie 
after the initial decrease in teacher places, further 


reductions would be less than under the immediately 
preceding proposal. : 


This last alternative has a number of advantages: 
- It provides complete equity of access. 


- It allows the maximum discretionary levy to rise 
Slowly as assessment increases. 


- It results in a gradual reduction in the additional staff 
permitted under the discretionary levy, the rate o£ 
reduction depending on the relationship between increase 
in assessment and increase in teachers' salaries. 


After weighing the many alternatives available, the 
Commission is of the opinion that the option producing the 
greatest equity and having the least number of negatives 
attached to it is the option as shown in Appendix SB. The 
number of teachers who may be employed under this option is 
Shown in Appendix HC. Under this proposal the assessment 
base is unfrozen, and the levy would be 1.5 mills elementary 
and 1.0 mills secondary based on weighted assessment. A 
board utilizing the discretionary levy effectively receives 
funds .proportionate ato its share of the.levy, that sswould 
result if all boards utilized the maximum local levy. For 
example, if a board's share of the Metro elementary school 
budget was 10%, it would receive 10% of the funds that would 
be raised by-a levy of .1.5 mills .on*the total publio ‘senec! 
weighted assessment in Metropolitan Toronto. The shortfall 
or excess funds would increase or decrease the budget of the 
Metropolitan-sToronte :School p>Boards 


The question of the appropriate limit for the discretionary 
levy was considered by the Commission. A number of trustees 
Gna mosce weacheragroupshirel tathatsatheyceilingizon the.,levy 
should be removed, but the majority view of the groups’ the 
Commission met with was that the present limits are 
adequate. An examination of Appendix B, which shows’ the 
history of the use of the local levy, indicates that. the 
levy has been more than adequate to cover all requirements, 
Waithe. themmexCeptlons Ofe those of-the City’ of, Toronto, for 
elementary purposes, in 1981 and 1982. 


RECOMMENDATION III 


Aue WS COMMISSION RECOMMENDS DAL ey Es LEVEL OF THE 
PISCRETTONARYIMLEVY REMAIN: ATL .Se@MiLUS ELEMENTARY AND 1.0 
MILL SECONDARY, BUT THAT THE PROVISIONS IN THE ACT RELATING 
Ose LoemiCALCULA TION’ BE, + AMENDED. T0. @PROVIDE), THAT: - IT’. BE 
CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF CURRENT WEIGHTED ASSESSMENT. THE 
FUNDS» ACCRUING ; TO, EACH’ BOARD WILL BE. THE PERCENTAGE |. THAT 
Pro SHARES OF) THE METRO) BUDGET 25 GF THE, TOTAL METRO... BUDGET), 
NOt elutes BYSTHE SUM. THAT WOULD BESRAISED, BY "A. LEVY OF 1.5 
MILLS ELEMENTARY OR 1.0 MILL SECONDARY ACROSS METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO, WITH ANY SHORTFALL OR EXCESS BECOMING A PART OF THE 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO SCHOOL BOARD BUDGET. A DISCRETIONARY 
LEVYs OF; 2\LESS; » THAN & THE..MAXIMUM: BY .“A~>. LOCAL. BOARD . WOULD 
PROPORTIONATELY REDUCE THE PERCENTAGE RECEIVED. 


RECOMMENDATION IV 


RECOGNIZING THAT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATION III 
COULD CAUSE oOME, HARDSHIP. FORM she. SLORONTO BOARD OF 


EDUCATION, THE, COMMISSION... ALSO, RECOMMENDS A. BRIDGING 
PreOveo.ONe. TOs PERMIT THE TORONTOV BOARD ATO LEVY) ADDITIONAL 
AMOUNTS FOR THE NEXT FOUR YEARS. INGLIS 42 yy THE WADDITLONAL 


AMOUNT WOULD BE 0.4 OF A MILL ON WEIGHTED ASSESSMENT FOR 
PURPLICO SCHOOL PURPOSES, WITH A REDUCTION OF 0.1 OF ,A’MILL-IN 
EACH SUBSEQUENT YEAR, REACHING O IN 1988. 


=e 2 


4. Payments..In Lieu ot Taxes 

Bill 127 specifies that only equivalent assessment resulting 
from payments in lieu of taxation required by statute to be 
allocated fory¥ “school=¥purposes should be included in 
rateable assessment for purposes of apportioning the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board requirement. Prior to the 
passage)’ of Biti i297) -svirtually vali paymentem orem GrartSmm rn 
lieu were taken into account by the Metropolitan Corporation 
for such apportionment. This change, while logical, was a 
major factor in widening the gap in education mill rates. 
The City of Toronto share of such payments in lieu not 
available for school purposes was greater proportionately 
than for other municipalities. The two main examples of now 
excluded payments in lieu are those from municipal utilities 
and from federal properties. 


Payments in lieu, unless otherwise directed in legislation, 
accrue to the benefit of the general rate rather than the 
education rate, although, in some cases, a portion is based 
on mill rates for school purposes. Municipal utilities are 
the prime example of this type of payment in lieu. [ty ors 
doubtful whether this situation is wholly equitable, since 
school tax rates would be lower if the education share were 
to be applied to reduce school mrily rates. The problem of 
apportionment between public and separate school systems 
could be avoided if the revenue were applied to secondary 
school rates. 


The adoption of weighted assessment for the allocation of 
the Metropolitan Toronto School Board requirement, as shown 
in, the, calculation made by .the School Board and included wim 
its, brief sent tothe Minister’ of Education in July) ° bocce 
will bring the school rates together. (See Appendix M.) 
Inequities will still exist, however, as a result of the 
treatment of payments in lieu. 


RECOMMENDATION V 


IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT PAYMENTS IN LIEU RESULTING FROM A 
CALCULATION THAT INCLUDES MILL RATES FOR SCHOOL PURPOSES’ BE 
APPLIED .TO., REDUCE ,. SECONDARY SCHOOL” MILL” RATES “AY = =tna 
METROPOLITAN LEVEL. 


oe Apportioning the Metropolitan Toronto 
School Board Requirement 


In SASL. 5. EOS ene wMetronoda tanws Toronto: ‘School... Board 
submitted a brief to the Minister of Education recommending 
the use of "weighted assessment" rather than "rateable 
assessment", ae get Tnedse Tn eebi ll plo ear Or, « purposessn of 
allocating the, (school, Board ) requirement. This means 
dividing the commercial assessment for school purposes’ by 
0.85 and adding the result to the residential assessment for 
school purposes when arriving at the share of the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board requirement borne by each 
local school jurisdiction. Such a change would bring equity 
to the sharing process. (See Appendix M.) 


While the Commission was not specifically requested to 
comment on this matter, it was deemed to be a related 
concern and very much a part of the whole question of 
equality of access to tax revenues. For 1983 the current 
unweighted apportionment method results in combined break- 
even elementary and secondary mill rates, exclusive of 
adjustments for deficits, surpluses or the discretionary 
levies, ranging from 118.20 to 125.93 mills, a differential 
foe ous On.6.5%, as illustrated in, Appendix L. As a 
result of this differential, boards at the high end of the 
range *find 1t much: more difficult to ask their taxpayers :to 
Support a local levy. The Commission, therefore, sees the 
adoption of the Metropolitan Toronto School Board proposal 
for allocation of its requirements. as an important step in 
increasing equity across the whole jurisdiction. 


RECOMMENDATION VI 


tial eRECOMMENDEDS THAT THEY -MENISTER> OF i -EDUCATION;; GIVE 
FAVOURABLE CONSIDERATION TO AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF 
RATEABLE. ASSESSMENT, IN. THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO SC Oe ENC LUD EG Tak: OWE GH TENG OF COMMERCIAL 
ASSoESOMENT FOR , PURPOSES OF ALLOCATING THE SCHOOL BOARD'S 
REQUIREMENTS. 


Sever LCi es 


Bill 127?oxrequired:, local*school boards to cnarde. sback smc 
their ‘local ratepayers up ‘to! [00% cf. deficits s incurredmaa:, 
them in the preceding year unless such deficits were deemed 
by “the Metropolitan*> Toronto Schools Boaradieito be - swheumsy 
uncontrollable. The deficits to be absorbed by local 
ratepayers reduce the amount that may be levied by local 
boards for use in the employment of additional teaching 
staff. This appears to be the case regardless of the area 
of the budget creating the deficit. 


Since deficits reduce a local board's ability to requisition 


additional revenue from its ratepayers, the Commission 
considers the treatment of such deficits as a matter related 
to its main charge. It is the view of the Commission that, 


because a deficit will almost certainly be the result of 
expenditures in several budget areas and not just a_ result 
of expenditures on teachers, this reduction should apply to 
the total authorized discretionary levy and not just to the 
portion allowed for use in the employment of additional 
teachers. 


The argument that the deficit not be a charge against the 
1.5 and 1.0 mills, but rather a further additional levy, was 
rejected by the Commission as encouraging irresponsibility. 


RECOMMENDATION VII 


IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE REFERENCE TO THE REDUCTION OF 9THE 
POTENTIAL DISCRETIONARY LEVY FOR A LOCAL BOARD AS A RESULT 
OF* A” DEFICIT: (BE TO, THE DISCRETIONARY  SLEVSageonoe ON 
ASSESSMENT USED FOR TAXATION IN THE YEAR IN QUESTION AND NOT 
TO" 1982 “ASSESSMENT#FOR@E983" TAXATION. 


127 Surpluses 


The second recommendation in the Metropolitan Toronto School 
Poasas= -briet™= tothe "Minister of-Education ‘submitted ~in 
vuny, “L983 dealt>”* with" the treatment “of surpluses itis 
Peovides, LOLs cne -sreturn or upto L00n" ol” the *Surplus 
generated by a local board to that board's ratepayers in the 
subsequent year, subject to adjustments resulting from 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board deliberations regarding 
circumstances giving rise to the surplus. 


Bileeelcr. bimtts che return of surplus toa Local” board” “to 
the portion that the Metropolitan Toronto School Board 
decides has been raised by local taxation in that board's 
municipality. The Commission understands that the 
interpretation used by the Metro Board for 1983 is that the 
percentage that the local board's (municipality's) share of 
the School Board's requirement is of the total School Board 
requirement is the percentage of the surplus returned to the 
Yocali®board: In the case of both East York and York, this 
ficial ireturn Sis’! *less ¥-than “4%: Trev sharing "or. “the 
remaining 96% through the Metro rate provides a similar 
(slightly less in dollars) additional return to each of 
those boards. Of course, each board will share, through the 
School Board in the surpluses, if any, of other boards. 


At present, a local board's net position under the return of 
Surplus provision will depend on what surpluses other boards 
have in that same year. A table prepared by the 
Metropolitan Toronto School Board illustrating the actual 
Situation in 1983 is shown in Appendix kK. 


Dee asi the'* view “ofthe Commission ‘that ’’a more equitable 
interpretation “‘of “the surplus provision of Bill “127° would 
exist *'1f'"a board’ had’ its surplus’ returned up ‘to “the “-ratio 
that its share of the rateable assessment bears to its 
percentage of total net education expenditures for the 
previous year. In other words, if it has 4% of the rateable 
assessment and 5% of total net education expenditures, it 
will receive back, up to 4/5 or 80% of the surplus that it 
generated plus 4% of the balance through the School Board 
rate. Net education expenditures would need to be defined 
and the maximum return limited to 100%. Appendix KA sets 
out the way in which percentages of surpluses to be returned 
to a board are calculated. A schedule illustrating the 
result of applying the above proposal to the actual 1982 
SunpLus. StS atuation’ es! set ‘out "in? Appendix * KB. A further 
scnedule.- & KG" alblustrates' the. ‘application: of ‘the *'proposed 
method to a situation in which all boards have a surplus, at 
both elementary and secondary levels, equal to 1% of their 
1983 estimated expenditure. 


ON Steer 


These schedules show some boards' receiving more funds’ than 


were generated by their own surpluses, but this’ proposal 
does result in funds being returned to the taxpayers from 
whom they were raised on a more equitable basis than at 
present, while rewarding those taxpayers whose boards 


operated economically. 


v 


RECOMMENDATION VIII 


IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT SECTION 127(4) BE AMENDED TO CLARIFY 
THAT "THE. PORTIONUOF THE, SURPLUS THAT WASPRALTOED, ~BY uOCR TE 
TAXATION IN THE AREA MUNICIPALITY" MEANS THE PERCENTAGE 
CALCULATED AS»ve#AuveRESULT. OF) DIVIDING IGE eMUNICSPALAI yes 
RATEABLE... ASSESSMENT» « SHARE) BY. 2)LTS) [SHARE SOs TOTAGeS NET 
EDUCATION EXPENDITURES, NOT TO EXCEED 100%. 


beeeetro and Other School Boards 
tietew seems tO) be Sno %quarrel with, «the :position that 
Metropolitan TOronto- -ES tone; “community for education 
purposes. The two-tier system has been established as the 
best method of providing public education services. In 
BOC ULL On wiethnerce ris “tay strong *-feeling! sthat«/all* ofacthe 
education tax revenue in Metropolitan Toronto should be 
available to equalize educational opportunity for all Metro 
pupils. 


Arguments are now being advanced in some quarters in favour 
of sharing commercial assessment even beyond the boundaries 
Dee Metropolitan) Toronto’: The adjacent counties of Durham, 
Peel and York house many people whose place of employment is 
within Metropolitan fToronto. The argument is made that 
their working in Metropolitan Toronto contributes to the tax 
revenue there and that this tax revenue should, therefore, 
be shared with their local communities for the education of 
Great = children. There 1S a corresponding argument, of 
course, that some people in the outlying cities in 
Metropolitan Toronto work in adjacent counties and, 
therefore, are entitled to share in the commercial 
assessment of those counties. 


While the Commission has not gone into this matter in any 


depth, it would appear that if such sharing were to be 
deemed desirable, the most logical step would be to extend 
Metro's boundaries to encompass some of these areas, making 


them a part of the two-tier system for educational purposes. 
One can also advance the argument that some people beyond 
the three counties mentioned come into Metropolitan Toronto 
to work and that they too should be entitled to some sharing 
Sam tne ‘tax -revenue. Lt us. the vrew of the’ -Commission:, 
however, that any contemplation of extending the educational 
Deundaries beyond parts of the three counties already 
mentioned would be unwise at the present time. 


To further extend such a plan to the Province as a whole is 
a proposal that has received some discussion over the past 
year or so. The "living in one place and working in another" 
argument advanced earlier really has little validity across 
the Province as a whole. The political implications of 
having taxes collected by a municipality, remitted to the 
province and returned in some portion to the municipality in 
the form of grants would appear to militate against such an 
arrangement. In addition, any plan of this nature would 
Dring )saddeaq pressure on the Province to adopt a level of 
Soontorvcatvonee2n its grant plan for education, . that would 
make it resemble the Federal Income Tax legislation. In the 
eyes of some boards and many teachers, the Metropolitan 
Poona iias, reat Gitficulty reacting quickly to new 
Situations and needs. One would expect a Provincial plan to 
have even greater difficulty in reacting promptly. 


Finally; it is “recognized y that tethe  maetarivedy high 
assessment per pupil existing in Metropolitan Toronto may 
create da imajor-probiem *forsthevyProvance wich enespect sto Seires 
grant supportSin ‘the ‘fairlyunedarsfutune . sthesiow percentage 
grant “level in ‘Metropolitan’ -Torontoy, ) while) ‘supportable 
because of the aforementioned high assessment per pupil, 
nevertheless generates a negative feeling amongst Metro 
school supporters. It 12S not the functionmot the Commassicae 
to propose. a ‘solution for this “problem: However, the 
possibility of extending Metro boundaries for school 
purposes to take in those areas in which a_e substantial 
portion of workers’ have jobs in Metropolitan Toronto .is 
worth considering. 


9. Market Value Assessment 


iiesscsOmmission has no , idlusions.« about,, its...ability.,. to 


recommend, under its mandate, SOMAC VOU SM UL Ojeer Dec c.urd 
complete equalization of the municipal tax burden among all 
education ratepayers in Metropolitan Toronto. Even if the 


revised allocation formula proposed by the Metropolitan 
Toronto School Board is adopted by the Province and certain 
changes are made in the method of dealing with surpluses and 
deficits, and if the recommendations of this Commission with 
regard to equalization features in the discretionary levy 
are all adopted, there will remain certain other 
discrepancies that need to be addressed, and that are, in 
fact, being addressed at the present time. What is being 
referred to here is that the relationship between sale price 
and assessment in each of the various Metropolitan 
muncipalities is not the same. This indicates, of course, a 
need for reassessment, a subject which has been discussed 
for many years. A table setting out the differences in the 
ratio of sale price to assessment is shown in Appendix J. 


As a further irritant to taxpayers generally, there remain 
the rather large differences among general purposes mill 
rates for the Metropolitan levy, caused to a large degree by 
the lack of weighting in the apportionment formula. LG is 
understood that this matter is being reviewed by the 
Metropolitan Corporation at the present time. 


SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Commission recommends the following: 


aEME 


ey OE 


IV 


That local boards of education in Metropolitan 
Toronto continue to be allowed to levy on their 
local ratepayers up to specified limits and for 
certain purposes. 


That, subject to the acceptance of recommendation 
III, or some other method of providing equitable 
access to the levy, no change be made in the 
present definition of the uses to which the local 
levy may be put. 


That the level of the discretionary levy remain 

at 1.5 mills elementary and 1.0 mill secondary, 
but that the provisions in the Act relating to its 
calculation ‘*be “amended *to*provide*-that “rey se 
calculated on the basis of current weighted 
assessment. The funds accruing to each board will 
be the percentage that its share of the Metro 
budget is of the total Metro budget, multiplied by 
the sum that would be raised by a levy of 1.5 
mills elementary or 1.0mill secondary across 
Metropolitan Toronto, with any shortfall or excess 
becoming a part of the Metropolitan Toronto School 
Board budget. A discretionary levy of less than 
the maximum by a local board would proportionately 
reduce the percentage received. 


Recognizing that the implementation of 
recommendation III could cause some hardship for 
the Toronto Board of Education, the Commission 


also recommends a bridging provision to permit the 
Toronto Board to levy additional amounts for the 
next four years. In 1984 the additional amount 
would be 0.4 of a mill on weighted assessment for 
public school purposes, with a reduction of 0. i%e0 
a mill in each subsequent year, reaching 0 in 1988 


That payments in LLeur resulting from a 
caleulation “that includes mill rates for” “schoc® 
purposes be applied to reduce secondary school 
mill rates at the Metropolitan level. 


Noe 


Vit 


Ver LL 


MNatesthe }sMinister of Education give favourable 

consideration to amending the definition of 
rateable assessment in The Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto Act to include the weighting 


JOE commercial assessment sme) purposes of 
allocating the School Board's requirements. 


That the reference to the reduction of the 
potential discretionary levy for a local board as 
a result of a deficit be to the discretionary levy 
based on assessment used for taxation in the year 
in question and not to 1982 assessment for 1983 


‘daxkatlon. 


That uysection 127(4). be.amended: to clarify that 
rine “portion Of the ‘surplus that was ~ raised” by 
local taxation in the area municipality" means the 
percentage calculated as a result of dividing the 
municipality's rateable assessment share by its 
share of total net education expenditures, not to 
exceed 100%. 
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Toronto Proposal - Metropolitan Toronto School Board Tables 


i) Unweighted Apportionment of Shortfall - Various 
Combinations of Boards. 


vet) Weighted Apportionment of Shortfall - Various 
Combinations of Boards. 


Alternative Proposal - Yield from Commercial Assessment Distri- 
buted on Basis of Yield from Residential Assessment. 


Board of Average Wealth Option 
-Elementary, All Levy 1.9 Mills on Weighted Assessment 
and Receive 2.63% of Net Budget. 


- Secondary, All Levy 1.3 Mills on Weighted Assessment 
and Receive 2.10% of Net Budget. 


Board of Average Wealth Option 
- Elementary, 1.5 Mills Unweighted 
- Secondary, 1 Mill Unweighted 


Board of Average Wealth Option - Assessment Base Unfrozen 
- Elementary, 1.5 Mills Weighted 
- Secondary, 1 Mill Weighted 
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AND GROUPS THAT MET WITH THE COMMISSION* 


AUQGUS CP on aos 


August “ls 7e1983 


September 7, 1983 


September 12, 1983 


September 14, 1983 


September 19, 1983 


September 1983 


September 1983 


September 21, 1983 


September 26, 1983 


’ 


October S773 


October 3, 1983 


a 


October 4) 289s3 


OCLoOver Gs. LISS 


iy 


many informal meetings were held 
and a brief was received from Mrs. 


YEAR 


1967-83 


Lo:7S 


1974 


LoOZS 


Do 6./ 


1968 


L969 


1970 


Oo 
1970 


LOT2 


METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
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APPENDIX B 


DISCRETIONARY SCHOOL LEVIES 
1967 - 1983 


BOARD OF EDUCATION 


BADD YORK 


ETOBICOKE 
-Elementary 


-Elementary 


-~Elementary 
NORTH YORK 


-~Elementary 
~Secondary 


-Elementary 


-~Elementary 


-Secondary 


-Elementary 


SCARBOROUGH 


-Secondary 


-Secondary 


-Secondary 


MILLS: 


oS 


43 


04 


ees 
pt) 


Ale) | 


41 


ae 


24 


. 40 


oa 


AAS) 


PURPOSE 


Part Norseman Pool 


Bal. Norseman Pool 
Part Elms Pool 


Bal. Elms Pool 


Teaching & Non- 
Teaching Salaries, 
Personnel Training, 
Equipment & Supplies 
for New Facilities 


ineenny hea wia no 
Prot -Devrotant. 
Supplies for New 
Schools, Structural 
Alterations 


Professional Dev. 
Staff, Personnel 
Training »*Schoot 
Supplies: Furniture 
& Equipment 


Adult education 
Salaries, Supplies, 
Equipment 


Professional Dev. 
Staff, Personnel 

training, bibrary 
Supplies 


Stephen Leacock 
Pool (100%) 


West Hill Pool 
(50% municipal ) 


Baurier™’ Pool 
(50% municipal ) 


APPENDIX B 


~~ 368= 
ADEE As -~Secondary oe Bendale Pool 
(50% municipal) 
fle -Secondary sZ20 R Sher kerng- Pood 
(50% municipal) 
L945 -Secondary Ay =: Campbell & 
Wexford Pools 
(50% municipal ) 
L976 -Secondary eek Part L'Amoreaux & 
Mowat Pools 
(50% municipal ) 
OY 7 -~Secondary veo Part L'Amoreaux & 
Mowat Pools 
(50% municipal) 
LoErS -Secondary Jaz Part L'Amoreaux & 
Mowat Pools 
(50% municipal) 
19-79 -Secondary Ad Kes Part Pearson Pool 
(50% municipal) 
1980 -Secondary e203 Part Pearson Pool 
(50% municipal) 
TORONTO 
Meeks) I) -Elementary 35") Supplies, non- 
-Secondary soy 3) teaching staff, 
repair & main- 
cCenance: Costs 
LIO9 -~Secondary <2d Construction costs 
beyond approved 
ceiling 
Leo -Elementary B84 Construction cos@s 
beyond approved 
ceiling 
-Secondary «20 Jarvis & Western 
Pools 
1B LT ik : -Secondary -41 Lakeview & 
West Park Pools 
1972 -Elementary .28 Pools. (2). as oem 


of Community 
Fac uhaty 


APPENDIX B_ 


te ones 
1974 -Elementary 0. Part Community 
Bacwii cy 
-Secondary «23 Harbord Pool 
1975 -Elementary 62 Parte Pools. (2%) 
Ae Reh PGS Le) 
1976 -Elementary Fp! sa Bal .Pools(2) 
a5 G.P. 
-Secondary ee Bal.Harbord Pool 
Harbord Auditorium 
1977 -Elementary . Rake, Additional main- 
~Secondary .08 tenance projects, 
Construction costs 
beyond approved 
ceiling. 
Powe -Elementary -14 SoG.) EDL UuSs maaan = 
tenance projects 
& "COUStL.CcOStSs.. 

-Secondary sibs, Additional maint. 
projects & extra 
SOnSEL COs ts. 

| Be BH -Elementary wes Communit yytacrierhy 
a5 GuP. 

-Secondary elit Additional main- 
tenance Projects & 
exit rasConstr,.costs,. 

LY8O -Elementary oe Teachers' salaries 

-Secondary 220 Teachers' salaries 

L961 -Elementary hgh Teachers' salaries 
. Convert Duke 
ofs York, to: French 
SCHhOOU 4 sor Gees 
maint.projects. 
-Secondary -60 Additional maintenance 
projects & extra 
CONST Yr. COS tS. 
LS 82 -Elementary ot Teachers' salaries 
-Secondary 66 Technical school 


Poses, (bas tern 
Commerce Library, 
instr. projects, 
Teachers' salaries 


1983 -~Elementary 
-Secondary 
YORK 
1968 -~Secondary 
1969 ~Secondary 
NBS D7: -~Elementary 


~Secondary 
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Teachers' salaries 
Technological 
equipment, conv. 
Parkway to Adult 
Education Centre, 
Bat -buoc Ulprary, 
Bloor Collegiate 
Library & Fire 
Safety, Teachers' 
Salaries 


Part Weston Pool 


Bal. Weston Pool 


Outdoor Education 
Centre 
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Metropolitan Toronto Assessment Growth 


(%) 
Annual Average 
10 Years 5 Years 1 Year 
1973-1983 1978-1983 1982-1983 
EAST YORK-Resident Public Or42 0.06 (O',1'3)) 
-Resident Secondary 0386 Opse OrenrS 
-Commercial Public - 0.42 (O97) 
~Commercial Secondary 0.05 0.44 COOT2:) 
ETOBICOKE-Resident Public 0.80 O20 bah 
-Resident Secondary 2833 Lea.0 2.08 
-Commercial Public Sow! 250 0. 0:4:) 
-Commercial Secondary Bie ot Pan Tas 236 
NORTH YORK-Resident Public O99 O50 45 
-Resident Secondary 226 1 ih3 Du aes | 
-~Commercial Public 4.89 3206 20 
-Commercial Secondary aR32 4.08 a leer Sal 
SCARBOROUGH-Resident Public A.25 2.94 iT 4 
-Resident Secondary Stacia k lait) 250 
-Commercial Public 6.70 5.00 ane SA: 
-Commercial Secondary (fash Shee dares i. 
TORONTO -Resident Public 34,93 Leen a .0e 
-Resident Secondary Papier) 2.46 4532 
-Commercial Public 3% 65 226 (2059 
-Commercial Secondary S03 20) Oe 
YORK -Resident Public (0.04) 0.32 55 
-Resident Secondary Usd he, Oreo 0 Loa. 
-Commercial Public (06:51) (0.64) (57300 
-Commercial Secondary (0.34) (05338)) (57097) 
METRO -Resident Public 166d, 1350 1. BA 
-Resident Secondary e. Otc var aw) 2h. 61 
-Commercial Public Scsusic 2.74 woe, 
-Commercial Secondary 2 Saeal beak Jai sis 
Source: Metropolitan Toronto School Board 


PUBLIC 
East York 
Etobicoke 
North York 
Scarborough 
Toronto 
York 


TOTAL 


SECONDARY 


East, York 
Etobicoke 
North York 
Scarborough 
Toronto 


York 


TOTAL 


Enrolment includes 1/2 Day K as l 


a Alig, = 


DISCRETIONARY LEVY COMMISSION 


Assessments: Fer Pupil — leo 
Rateable Estimated 
Assessment for Sept .1983 
L9SSrlaxatron Enrolment 
S 254,7634600 19963:0 
1, 016 "8905695 18,875 
1,631,842%,690 86,330 
1, O71, 40s; S9 45,045 
2,368 -S88r S52 39,000 
Zo 2. 8ono03 8,500 
155,380 
$2965 5048126 4,250 
1222 Soe aL 14,365 
id) 960 8008557 Zor, 669 
1,241) , 3800 3S77 31 fd30 
3,163, 9403 0:99 82771680 
323), 9034464 B55 


Actual figures for enrolment not yet available 


APPENDIX G 


Rateable 
Assessment 
Per Pupil 


$33,400 
53,900 
44,900 
23,800 
73,600 
29,700 


$45,700 


$67,400 
85,000 
73,500 
39,900 
96,800 


49,400 


(AV..) 


(av) 


APPENDIX H 


NUMBER OF TEACHERS 
THAT CAN BE EMPLOYED THROUGH DISCRETIONARY LEVY 
Based on Unweighted Assessment for 1983 Taxation where All Boards 
Raise From Local Levy 1.5 Mills Elementary and 1 Mill: Secondary 


~ 1983 1984 1985 1986 
eA LS ELEMENTARY 
5S 362,100 EAST YORK a2 UT 10 9 
thay cy aa ame HO) 8) ETOBICOKE 48 44 41 37 
2,447,800 NORTH YORK ey, 7/2 65 60 
ious 100 SCARBOROUGH 50 46 43 39 
aes 2.. 90:0 TORONTO ahs ey 124 114 a0) 
378),:300 YORK 12 EL 10 = 
a Mad SECONDARY 
S$ 286,500 EAST YORK 7 7 6 6 
W222, 300 ETOBICOKE 30 28 26 24 
1960-800 NORTH YORK 49 45 42 See 
iv cal, 400 SCARBOROUGH a1: 29 pag 25 
sees , 900 TORONTO a 13 68 63 
324,000 YORK 8 7 qi} 6 

Note: Teachers taken to the closest whole number 

ASSUMPTIONS 
AVERAGE ADDITIONAL TEACHER'S SALARY AND’ BENEFITS 

Elementary Secondary 

LOSS $32,000 $40,300 

1984 34.100 43,400 

2335 37,600 46,600 

1236 40,800 507200 


Bases for Salaries and Benefits: 
1. Benefits 5% of Salary Figure 


2. Adjustments to Salary Scales 5% per annum 
3. Increments average (%) 
Elem. sec. 
Sept.1983 4 3 
1984 3 2 
133574 3 
LOB Cee 3 Z 


- 50 — 


NUMBER OF TEACHERS 
THAT CAN BE EMPLOYED THROUGH DISCRETIONARY LEVY 


APPENDIX HA 


Based on Weighted Assessment for 1983 Taxation where All Boards 
Raise from Local Levy 1.9 Mills Elementary and 1.3 Mills Secondary 


2.63% of Budget 


S 6827000 
Leva >; 000 
3,463,000 
3462275000 
4,258,000 
864,000 
2.10%? Of 
Budget 
S$ 444,000 
1,474,000 
27,623;, 000 
21337 2000 
a 41) 000 
720,000 


Note: 


AVERAGE ADDITIONAL TEACHER'S SALARY AND BENEFITS 


1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 


EAST YORK 


ETOBICOKE 


NORTH YORK 


SCARBOROUGH 


TORONTO 


YORK 


EAST YORK 


ETOBICOKE 


NORTH YORK 


SCARBOROUGH 


TORONTO 


YORK 


1335 1984 
ELEMENTARY 
21 20 
=} oa | 
108 100 
Les 104 
33 123 
2a 2. 
SECONDARY 
Lt 10 
7 34 
65 60 
70 65 
85 The, 
18 Li 


ASSUMPTIONS 


Elementary 


$32,000 
34,700 
37,600 
40,800 


Secondary 


$40,300 


43,400 
46,600 
50,200 


Teachers taken to the closest whole number 


18 


47 


22 


96 


pag) 


23 


10 


32 


56 


61 


a3 


ses 


1986 


iM, 
a4 
85 
89 
104 


2a 


i APPENDIX HB 
tars ee 


NUMBER OF TEACHERS 
THA SCANS BE seMP LOYED: THROUGH DISCRETIONARY LEVY 
Based on Unweighted Assessment for 1983 Taxation where All Boards 
Raise from Local Levy 1.5 Mills Elementary and 1 Mill Secondary 
but Receive a Common Percentage of Budget 


1983 1984 LoD 1986 

1.91% of Budget ELEMENTARY 
$ 494,000 EAST YORK sles 14 1S 12 
1,289,000 ETOBICOKE 40 S/ 34 32 
Zot 3,000 NORTH YORK ws) a2 67 62 
220,000 SCARBOROUGH 82 76 70 64 
S091 , 000 TORONTO oa 89 82 76 

627,000 YORK 20 18 7, LS 

1 psy ce 

Budget SECONDARY 
e23L6;, 000 EAST YORK 8 7 i 6 
220507000 ETOBICOKE 26 24 23 ral 
1,868,000 NORTH YORK 46 43 40 Se 
2,020,000 SCARBOROUGH 50 47 43 40 
2,431,000 TORONTO 60 56 52 48 

S13), 000 YORK 3 12 veal 10 
Note: Teachers taken to the closest whole number 

ASSUMPTIONS 


AVERAGE ADDITIONAL TEACHER'S SALARY AND BENEFITS 


Elementary Secondary 
1983 $32,000 ~ $40,300 
1984 34,700 43,400 
Le35 37, B00 46,600 


1986 40,800 50,200 


APPENDIX HC 
a |. ce 


NUMBER OF TEACHERS 
THAT CAN BE EMPLOYED THROUGH DISCRETIONARY LEVY 
Based on Current Weighted Assessment where All Boards Raise from Local Levy 
1.5 Mills Elementary and 1 Mill Secondary 


een ene a 


($'000) SECONDARY 


Peres y SOK o wa 19:63 1984 pened, 1986 
Discretionary Teachers 
Expenditure (Expenditure) 
TEUOU) SELEMENTARGG Ln pe 
537. East York 4.64 16 16 15 14 
| 
] 402 Etobicoke UAE NS ea 44 41 38 au 
2,734 North York ZSmOc 86 80 76 a @ 
2,860 Scarborough B70 89 -B4 79 14 
3,662 Toronto 29.04 1O5 99 93 oy | 
682 York irae fed | ZZ 20 BS, 18 : 
Ts77 aioeas TYCO Of 
. 


342 East York 312 00 2 8 8 Z 
2 pe Etobicoke Teas OU) 28 27 Zo 24 
2 02:8 North York Oi PR a is) 50 47 45 43 
2 ee Scarborough 24.65 54 Syl 49 46 
2 625 Toronto 29.65 65 62 59 a5 
55.3 York 625 14 1 | bee i 
Sao03 120.0°..00 220 208 198 TB7 
ASSUMPTIONS 
Average Additional Total Number of Discretionary 
Teacher's Salary and Addnl.Teachers Expenditure. 
Benefits Ss Aa; a ene th 
Elem. Sec. Elem. Sec. Elem. sec. 
E933 $32,000 $40, 300 362 220 Sbapouel $8,502 
1984 34° 7008 sae4 3,400 340 208 Livets 9030 
BS ke te) 37,600 46,600 320 EIS eZ Ons are 
1986 40,800 501200 S01 187 L2,235 Poo a 


Assessment increases in Metro at the rate of 2% per annum Elem. & Sec. 
All boards' budgets increase by same percentage each year. 
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NEW PROPOSAL -—- SURPLUS SHARING 
PERCENTAGES ASSESSMENT TO BUDGET 


1982 Assessment 

Rateable L983 To Budget 

Assessment Approved Budget (Max 100%) 

se ego ets ae ey 
ELEMENTARY 
East York Pe 3 47:6 Ths 
Etobicoke 14%3 Lie 100.0 
North= York APRON ZO 59°50 
Scarborough 530 oe es od er 
Toronto 40.6 29s 100.0 
York ; aaeo orto 67.0 
100.0 00.0 
SECONDARY 
East York 3% 0 Sa 2p d 
Etobicoke Layo Lori 100.0 
North York 234.0 2245 100.0 
Scarborough 150 24.4 617.5 
Toronto SBE SOL LOG. 0 
York eee) op G29 
7 OOR0 00.0 
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NEW PROPOSAL -— SINGLE BOARD SURPLUS 
Using Sharing Percentages From Appendix KA 


Impact on Board Basic Metro Total 
Having Surplus Share 
Es (%) 
East York will receive up to Tees 0.8 Jige as Elem. 
pagal O22 92n3 Sec. 
Etobicoke will receive up to 100.0 LOUSG Elem. 
L100 30a." 10020 Sec. 
North York will receive up to S70 Oh oe 7 Elem. 
L000 100.0 Sec. 
Scarborough. willsneceivemup, to 761.2 De G 677.9 Elem. 
Gles 53.8 Ore. 3 Sec. 
Toronto will receive up to 100.0 100.0 Elem. 
1 0:0,.0 100.0 Sec. 
York will receive up to 61.0 4 62.4 Elem. 
i229 1.4 64.3 Sec. 


TT°ss 


L@°9S 
¥o°TS 
S6°2S 
T9°0S 
S0°2S 
6S°¢es 


APPENDIX 1 


66°19 


99°69 
96°99 
61°69 
69°89 
TL°L9 
80°02 


63 


9378Y TW 


u2zA9-BIIg 


Sy Ca ay Ie ee & 
929‘€62‘19F | $ 


696 “622 ‘8T 


ZLE ‘PEO ‘BLT 
292 ‘2S8 ‘69 
P16 ‘ese ‘OL 
OLT‘'%2L‘89 
6ES‘1TZ1‘9T $ 


8L0‘969‘F2S ¢$ 
€€6°Lb9°8SI 


L82 ‘O21 ‘212 
092 ‘922 ‘62 
020°899‘02T 
C98‘ PET ‘SL 
GTL‘8E8‘8T $ 


quawuolsoddy 


GuVOd TIOOHOS OLNOYOL NV.LIIOdOULAW AHL 


PIS‘S8s8‘L161‘8 $ 


9h £96 E2E 
660‘0P6‘E9T‘E 
LS¢ ‘ose ‘1p ‘T 
1S5S‘008‘096‘T 
T16‘962 ‘122 ‘T 
921‘Pos‘98z ¢ 


= 
626 ‘819'S60‘2L $¢ 


€LS €8T ZS2 


258 ‘88S ‘898‘z 
616‘80P‘TLO‘T 
069‘Z2rs8‘ Tego ‘T 
G69‘068‘9I0‘T 
O09‘s9L‘FSZ = ¢ 


Te30L 


098 ‘6Z2L‘TIL‘E $ 
799°S6L°S6 


€18°L16‘6SL‘T 
IST ‘68h ‘OFF 

G22 ‘S61 ‘ELL 
ZP0‘6S1T‘19S 

C06 ‘PIT‘I8 $ 


FETA aS aS as 
8IP‘ST9*H2S‘E $ 


865618 "28 


L19‘821‘'S69‘T 
C9r‘Z0Pr ‘LIP 

866 ‘666‘ETL 
L02‘Z219‘0€S 
€69‘z7es ‘62 $ 


[TBloJ9WWOD 


O1JBXBL E8GI JO} sjuoWSsessy [quae Yy 


S}USUWISSESSY P2}]4sIOMU UO paseg 
$o18Y TIA UsA0-yxe01Jg puB yUDWUOT}J0ddy 


PS9°SSt‘o8r'b §$ 


008°29T ‘8zz 


922 °296‘C0r‘'T 
902‘°168‘008 

ZEE ‘209281 ‘T 
698 ‘LET ‘099 
122‘68e‘Soc 3 §¢ 


T16°@90 TLS °€ $ 


S£0 pOe POT 


GEZ‘O9P ‘ELIT 
PSP ‘900‘'FS9 
ZSL‘°2P8 ‘L1G 

88h ‘81z‘98P 
LVG‘OEZ'SLI 


Tetuapisoy 


eee 
U 


[BOL 


YIOK 
0]UOJO J, 
ydnoJoqiBag 
440 X YON 
9001901 q 
4AOX 4SBY 


Arepuosog 


[8101 


44IOX 
OJUOIOT, 
ysnoJoqiBos 
410 X YON 
94001074 
4JOX JSBq 


Arequawlalq 


APPENDIX M 


TT°%s 


LieGs 
TT°ds 
TT°es 
TT°e@s 
TT°ts 
TT°ss 


978Y TIA 
UdAd-YBsIg 


929'€62‘19r $¢ 
Sea ee ao 
GLP°I9L ‘LI 


ZLE ‘SHO TST 
CZP‘PEL‘89 
012 ‘082 ‘60T 
8eS‘°L6L‘89 
909‘PL9‘'ST $ 


ee 
810‘969'P2S ¢$¢ 


08¢ “661 ‘8T 

Ore ‘298 ‘STZ 
€66‘8P8‘LL 

882 ‘60S ‘6IT 
Z9P‘T0S‘SL 

GPO‘ PLZ‘ 8I $ 


Juawuonsoddy 


699‘968'2S8'8 $¢ 


aetna nthe 
T8S 898 OPE | 


62b ‘PSS ‘PLE ‘e 
LEL‘ EIT 61e ‘IT 
Ocb 92‘ L60‘'2 
LL6‘bZE‘0ZE‘T 
12s‘sts‘ooe $¢ 


———————— 
982699‘ LIL‘L $ 


LZL*°169°L9Z 

961 ‘62L°L9OT‘E 
8L1‘890‘ShI‘T 
6L9‘°ZPB°LSL ‘I 
ZEL‘8ES ‘OTL’ 
PLL‘86L'89% $ 


po3qsIoM 
T8iO,.L 


—————————— 
Tl0‘Trs, 998‘'F $ 


Tortenn)*oitr— 
T8L 002 ZIT 


€02‘29S‘0L0 ‘2 
TES ‘222 ‘81S 
880‘6£9°606 
801 ‘L8T ‘099 
00€ ‘62h ‘S6 


SSA Spy Sa eer, 
GLE‘909'OPT'? $ 


7eatnraoc’cnt— 
069 L8E COL 


196 ‘892 ‘b66'T 
$2L‘190‘ 16h 

126 ‘666'6£8 
PZ‘ O2E'F29 
LZ8‘°L9S‘&6 $ 


peyydiom 
[BlaJaWIWOD 


098 ‘6ZL‘°TTL‘S $ 
799°S61‘°S6 
€18'LL6‘6S2L‘T 
IST ‘68h ‘OPP 

G22 ‘S61 ‘ELL 

200 ‘6S1I‘T9S 
C06‘PIT'T8 $ 


PRE ST PALS a Pears | eee G 
SIP SI9'P2S'E $ 


oorticlho 1... = 
8ES 618 L8 


LI9‘821‘S69'T 
COP‘ 20P LIP 
8£6‘666'ETL 
L02‘2L9‘0€S 
€S9‘ZES ‘62 $ 


[BIldJaWIWIOD 


UOI}BXBL, E8GI JOJ SJUBWSSeSsy 93][qBe}8Y 


S]UDWSSESSY Po}YSIOM UO poseg 


$9}8Y [IN UdAd-yBoIg puB JUBWUOI}IOddy 


Guvod TOOHOS OLNOYOL NVLITOdOULAW AHL 


EPR PI roe eS 
PS9'SST ‘98h 'F $ 


Ano*)paltra77. 
008 L9T 822 


922 ‘296 '0F ‘T 
902‘168‘008 

Ze °L09‘L81‘T 
698‘ eT ‘099 
122'68e'so, $ 


116°290°TLS‘€ $ 


S€0 bot POL 


CEz‘O9P ‘ELIT 
Sp ‘900‘'S9 
7SL‘ZP8°L16 

88h ‘812 ‘98h 
Lb6‘OEZ'SLI $ 


[eyuapisa 


18101 


410 X 
0]U0JOL 
ysnosoqg1Bos 
410 X YON 
94001q0}q 
4JOX SBA 


Arepuoaag 


T8301 


41OX 
0}U0JO J, 
Yysn010q1B0S 
410% YWON 
94001G07F 
4IOX 4sB_ 


Kieyua ways 


=i 6 ee APPENDIX Q 


THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO SCHOOL BOARD 


LOCAL LEVY ALTERNATIVES 


ASSUMPTIONS 
is Maximum local levy is, as at present, 1.5 and 1 mills 
on rateable assessment. Each board is permitted to 


request aij*sums ithat is ithe. same ‘proportion of) ‘its 
approved budget as the maximum in the most wealthy 
Jurtecdacttone (usually - the | City of” Toronto)’. The 
shortfall is made up by taxation of all cities whose 
boards request local levies. 


an The first alternative assumes, as at present, no 
weighting of assessments. The second alternative 
assumes a ="WEelgnting “of —commercaal. ands industrial 


assessments. 
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BOARD OF AVERAGE WEALTH OPTION 


ASSUMPTIONS 
Elementary Secondary 
1. All Boards levy Lg Son eS Me oS 
on weighted assessment. 
2. A Board receives a 2.53% Zieh OM 
we percentage of sts tnet 
budget if it adopts the 
full levy. 
aoe Any excess of a levy over the percentage permitted goes to 
Metro to fund shortfalls that occur when a levy is less 
than the percentage. 
4. The levy is arrived at by taking a percentage of all 


boards' budgets and calculating the mill rate that must be 
applied against the total weighted assessment for all boards 
in order to produce that percentage. 
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